Trip Destination Analysis

Several other major employment centers occur in the
adjoining communities of San Marcos, Vista and
Oceanside. Several are close enough to the City of Carls-
bad to warrant consideration in this study. They all tend
to be accessible along major roadways that connect
them with Carlsbad.

6.3 Existing Parks/Schools/Civic Activ-
ity Centers

Considering the parks and schools independently of the
other activity centers is intended to emphasize the more
local, neighborhood and recreational functions of these
centers. Like most communities, Carlsbad’s parks and
athletic facilities are often associated with the school
sites. These centers are used by a much higher percent-
age of children than the other types of activity centers,
which is an important factor in community-wide bicycle
facility design. The location of schools, in particular, is
a major factor in identifying safe bicycle routes because
bicycling has traditionally been an important transpor-
tation mode for elementary and middle school age chil-
dren. (See Figure 6-2, Activity Centers.)

Analysis of the locations of Carlsbad’s schools indicate
that they are all adjacent to residential areas with quiet
streets. However, Carlsbad’s schools are no different than
any other city’s schools in that they are in close proxim-
ity to at least one major street. Fortunately, the schools
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Parks are important destination points, though they tend to
serve the immediate community and do not generate longer
distance bike commuting trips.
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and the residential neighborhoods they serve tend to
fall on the same side of the major streets. Therefore, the
schools’ primary bicycling access is likely to be from
the surrounding residential streets that allow children
access to their schools without having to ride on the
busier streets and minimizes their having to cross them.

6.4 Trip Destinations Summary

Schools and parks are the most common bicycling des-
tinations, followed by commercial, retail and employ-
ment centers. This is likely to hold true in Carlsbad as
well. The schools will draw users from the immediate
residential area of up to approximately a mile, which is
the typical maximum distance that most children can
be expected to want to ride. The major commercial cen-
ters such as downtown Carlsbad and the area around
Palomar Airport, the retail complexes at the northern
end of Carlsbad and several smaller ones scattered else-
where throughout the central portion of the city can also
be expected to be popular destinations, and will typi-
cally draw users from farther away than the schools.

There are always special destinations that are charac-
teristic of a particular community. In Carlsbad these spe-
cial destinations include the beaches and coastal strip
and, where access is available, the lagoons. These ar-
eas also comprise the more level coastal portions of
Carlsbad where cycling is easier, making them desir-
able destinations for visitors as well as residents. Typi-
cally, the coastal strip has higher levels of bicycle use
than any other part of the city, especially for recreational
and exercise cycling. Like the visitors who ride the
coastal strip at a more casual pace, many of the exer-
cise cyclists are not Carlsbad residents. They typically
pass through Carlsbad as part of a loop training ride on
Carlsbad Boulevard. The coastal north San Diego County
area is well known as a center for competitive athletic
training, especially for cyclists and triathletes. Because
of its attractiveness for cycling of various types, the
coastal portion of Carlsbad should be considered a des-
tination in itself.
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%ﬂ 1] 7.MULTI-MODAL ANALYSIS

The efficiency of bicycle transportation, especially for
commuting, can be enhanced by connecting the bicycle
facility system with other modes of transportation Cyclists
can use therr bicycles to get to or from a multi-modal
transfer point as part of their regular commute Where
transit modes allow bicycles on board, multi-modal transit
becomes a very useful transportation option Whether the
other modes allow bicycles to be brought on board or
not, they allow for much greater flexibilty for persons
choosing to commute by modes other than the private
automobile In the case of Carlsbad, only the frequent-
stop local bus routes do not provide a way to take bicycles
along The coastal and express buses employ outside
bicycle racks and the Coaster commuter rail trains provide
interior space for bicycles

7 1 North County Transit District

Though the coastal strip and northwestern Carlsbad are
well served by North County Transit District (NCTD) bus
routes on arterials and local streets, the central portion of
the city 1s served primarily by routes on major arterials,
and the southeastern sector has few routes or stops This
pattern tends to reflect both the topography and the
housing density of each area The northwestern and coastal
sectors have concentrations of both housing and
employment and gentle land form The central sector has
ittle housing, but does contain the majority of Carlsbad’s
major employers Bus routes do tend to serve the areas
of highest employment density, which are generally
situated along the major arterials The southeastern
sector’s dispersed, low density residential development
pattern and relatively steep grades probably preclude
the efficient implementation of mass transit
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Bus stops and transit stations can become important multi-
modal links if bus bicycle racks and on site bicycle lockers
are provided

The bicycle rack-equipped routes are local route 301
with several stops along the coast on Carlsbad Boule-
vard, express route 310 which runs from Oceanside to
University Towne Center on I-5 with stops at Carlsbad
Village Drive, the Plaza Camino Real shopping com
plex and La Costa Avenue, and express route 320 which
runs from Oceanside to Escondido and stops at Plaza
Camino Real Each bus can carry up to four bicycles

NCTD also provides Coaster commuter train service
from Oceanside to downtown San Diego, with two
stops 1n Carlsbad One 1s at Carlsbad Village Station
in downtown Carlsbad between Grand Avenue and
Carlsbad Village Drive and the second at Poinsettia
Station near Poinsettia Lane between I-5 and Carls-
bad Boulevard on Avenida Encinas The Coaster train
service allows cyclists to bring bicycles on board
without restriction Each car has space for several
bicycles (See Figure 7-1, Transfer Points )

7 2 AMTRAK

The AMTRAK train stops closest to Carlsbad are imme-
diately to the north 1n Oceanside and 1n Solana Beach
to the south The Oceanside stop ts at the Oceanside
transit center, and 1s the closest and probably the most
convenient access for Carlsbad residents It also serves
as a transfer point for Greyhound Bus Lines, Metrolink
commuter trains providing service from Oceanside and
points north and NCTD’s Coaster commuter train serv-
ing Oceanside to downtown San Diego AMTRAK al-
lows bicycles on board trains as checked baggage only
AMTRAK 15 less likely to be used for daily bicycle-re-
lated commuting since Coaster service now provides
convenient and more complete commuter rail service
to Oceanside and points south to downtown San Diego

7 3 Existing Park and Ride Facilities

There 15 only one official park and nde facihity in Carls-
bad, in far south Carlsbad just east of 1-5 at La Costa
Avenue near the south shore of Batiquitos Lagoon (See
Figure 7-1, Transfer Points ) Though 1t 1s not within
Carlsbad’s city hmits, there 1s a park and rnide lot imme-
diately north of Carlsbad in Oceanside at -5 and SR 78

Within Carlsbad, the parking lot at the Poinsettia Sta-
tion 1s large enough to accommodate a park and ride
function and 1s virtually never full Especially since the
station 1s guarded, 1t could be used as a park and rnide
lot, even if 1t 1s not officially recognized as such
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7 4 Existing Transit Centers

There are two transit centers in Carlsbad One 1s the
Carlsbad Village Station in downtown Carlsbad It 1s
served by the Coaster commuter train and three bus
routes, one of which 1s equipped with bicycle racks
The second is at the Plaza Camino Real retail complex
at SR 78 and Ef Camino Real served by nine bus routes,
two of which are bicycle rack-equipped express routes
Finally, although not officially recognized as a transit
center, the Poinsettia Station 1s also a Coaster stop and
i1s served by one bus route which does not provide bi-
cycleracks Bicycle parking at these transit centers con-
stst of both bicycle lockers and racks (See Figure 7-1,
Transfer Points )

7 5 Transfer Point Summary

The northwestern sector of Carlsbad 1s served by nu-
merous local bus routes and transit centers at the Carls-
bad Village Station and the Plaza Camino Real retail
complex Coastal Carlsbad 1s served by a local bus route
along Carlsbad Boulevard and another one along the
east side of I-5 that also accesses the Poinsettia Station,
one of two commuter rail stations The remainder of the
city, comprised of the central and southeastern portions
of Carlsbad, 1s served by only two bus routes, one run-
ning from Oceanside to Encinitas on El Camino Real
and the other from San Marcos to Encinitas on Rancho
Santa Fe Road Neither of these routes employs buses
equipped with bicycle racks

' fﬁrfﬁhua
Village
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The Coaster commuter rail system represents an important
multi-modal link for cyclists because its trains provide space
for bikes on board

Page7 2

Secure bike locker facilities are important elements for those
cychists who will not be taking their bicycles aboard buses
or commuter ratl trains

Chapter 7
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Safety 1s a primary concern in evaluating an existing
bicycle facility system or in proposing new facihities or
extensions The primary lesson learned from the litera-
ture reviewed for this bicycle master plan and others 1s
that installation of bicycle facilittes without careful con-
sideration of their specific attributes and drawbacks can
actually exacerbate already problematic safety situa-
tions This is particularly true for facilities that are likely
to be used by other types of users such as walkers, run-
ners and skaters, in addition to cychsts Well-designed,
attractive, off street bicycle facihities tend to become
mixed use facilities and the other user types do not move
with the relative predictability of vehicles On the other
hand, even though they move with more predictabilty,
cychists using on-street facilities must contend with the
omnipresent automobile Safety concerns vary consid-
erably depending on the type of bicycle facility

8- SAFETY ANALYSIS

Safety 15 reviewed In the following sections through
applicable literature, examination of user types and ca-
pabilities, analysis of bicycle/roadway compatibility,
suttability of specific roadways for cycling, specific prob-
lem intersections and user questionnatres

8 1 Literature Review

Several references that highlighted the design and safety
aspects of bikeway systems were reviewed for this por-
tton of the study A review of the titles and subtitles
should reveal that cyclists are not being considered the
exclusive users of bicycle facilities These publications
included comprehensive literature reviews, technical
design criteria and case studies

* Bicycle Transportation - A Guide for Cyching Transporta
tion Engineers Second Edition, John Forester

* Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities Ameri-
can Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officrals (AASHTO)

* Bicycle Blueprint - A Plan to Bring Bicycling into the
Mainstream in New York City, Transportation Alternatives

¢ Pedestrian and Bicyclist Safety - A Review of Key Pro-
grams and Countermeasure Developments During the
1980's, University of North Carolina Highway Research
Safety Center

s The National Bicychng and Walking Study Transporta
tion Choices for a Changing Amenica U S Dept of Trans
portation, Federal Highway Administration

+ Technical Handbook of Bikeway Design - Planning, De
sign, Implementation, Second Edition, Velo Quebec,
Ministere des Transports du Quebec

8 2 User Types and Capabilities

Users can be classified using a number of criteria 1n-
cluding the cyclists’ ages, their cycling experience and
physical condition, for examples, to come up with a
profile of the types of users expected to make use of a
particular bikeway system Such a user classification 1s
very useful for bikeway planning purposes

8 2 1 User Classification

The American Association of State Highway and Trans-
portation Officials (AASHTO) 1s developing a revised
edition of their widely used Guide for the Development
of Bicycle Facilities A recently publicized excerpt from
the new edition 1s a cyclist classification system designed
to be used as a guide to assist in the selection of appro-
priate faciliies The classification system 1s as follows

» Group A Advanced Bicyclists (Expertenced) Group A
bicychsts fall into two categories, commuting/utility and
sports /touring

» Group B - Basic Bicyclists (casual, novice, occasional,
recreational)

¢ Group C Children (preteen)

AASHTO estimates that only about 5% of the cycling
population are experienced cyclists Though there are
no data to support this estimate, this ts probably accu
rate enough for general use in the United States How-
ever, north coastal San Diego County may have a con-
siderably higher percentage of experienced cychsts than
other areas of the country due to locally favorable topo-
graphic, climatic and economic conditions The actual
number of experienced cyclists 1s probably not vertfi
able, but this likely higher percentage should be kept in
mind during planning and design of any future bicycle
facilities in Carlsbad They may be responsible for more
than half of bicycle facility use during certain periods,
especially along the coastal strip from communities north
and south of Carlsbad Even so, it should be noted that
the majority of cyclists are not experienced

AASHTO states that, 1n most circumstances, Group B
and Group C cyclists can be combined However, Group
C cyclists are much more likely to ride almost daily,
and especially to nide bicycles to and from schools dur-
ing mornings and afternoons most of the year This would
also include Group B teens The majority of Group B
adult cychists are more likely to nide on weekends and
some evenings during the summer since they are more
likely to be niding for recreation rather than for com-
muting More importantly, the groups also tend to ride
on different types of streets Group C cychsts tend to
stay in residential areas, while Group B cyclists will tend
to ride on buster streets If there 1s sufficient width and
bike lanes Parents will usually not allow their young
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children to ride on busy streets, even ones with bike
lanes Group A cyclists are accustomed to riding on busy
streets, with or without bike lanes

Experience level tends to determine whether an adult 1s
a Group A or Group B cyclist Perhaps one way to dis-
tinguish between Group A and Group B cyclists 1s to
observe where they wait for a signal to change at inter-
sections Experienced, Group A cychists tend to stay far
enough to the left of the curb lane to allow right turning
motor vehicles to safely go by on their nght When the
hght changes, they steer directly for the right side of the
curb lane across the intersection This keeps them n
direct view of motorists who are also proceeding straight
through the intersection and gets them out of these
motorists’ path as quickly as possible Since the motor-
ists are starting forward from a standstill, the risk of in-
jury 1s mimimal Inexperienced, Group B cyclists tend
to hug the curb, putting them at risk of vehicular traffic
turning right across their paths

Typical bicycle facility system users tend to reflect the
AASHTO group categories, though individuals of differ
ent groups may choose to ride together, such as when
adult parents (Group B) ride with their children (Group
C) This combination probably occurs frequently, espe-
cially on weekends, but as the AASHTO study author
said, these two groups can be combined, making them
functionally one group

For this study, bicyclists are classtfied by AASHTO group
However, since it 1s hikely that any Class 1 bicycle facil-
ity will attract users other than cyclists, this study tends
to regard bicycle paths as multi-use that will also be
used by skaters, joggers, recreational and exercise walk-
ers Experience has shown this to be the case, and un-
less the numbers of users become excessive, this mixed
use 1s acceptable This mixing of uses tends to occur
primarily on paths with relatively benign grades Expe-
rienced cyclists who prefer to travel at higher speeds
tend to avotd Class 1 facilities that attract other types of
slower users in favor of less traveled, more challenging
routes, including those with significant hills, usually
Class 2 or 3 (See Figure 8-1, User Classification )

8 2 2 User Capabilities

Typical user capabilities vary considerably depending
on age, experience and physical conditioning Figure
8-1, Bikeway User Classification, summarizes the aver-
age speeds and distances of which specific user types
are generally capable Note that these averages vary
widely within the cyclist groups, and within the non-
cyclist user types Skaters’ speeds closely approximate
cyclist speeds, for instance, while recreational walkers
move considerably slower than cyclists It should be noted
that speed and maneuverablity are inversely proportional

Page 8 2

Another crucial aspect of user capability 1s experience,
which can also be defined as knowledge of appropriate
traffic behavior or roadway aptitude This factor Is not
as tangibly measured as physical capabilities, but 1t 1s
no less important It can probably be assumed that Group
A cyclists are far more knowledgeable about appropri-
ate traffic conduct than other cyclists and are likely to
be the most attentive users due to long term roadway
experience However, bicycle facility design and plan-
ning must also take into account the other end of the
spectrum, meaning not only the much larger numbers
of Group B and Group C cyclists, but also the skaters,
joggers and walkers that are likely to use a facility These
users can represent all levels of experience and, there-
fore, all levels of roadway aptitude

8 3 Bicycle/Roadway Compatibility
Analysis

Another aspect of bicycle facility system safety 1s the
compatibility of specific roadway configurations and
roadway conditions with bicycling The existing bike-
way system and other potential additions were reviewed
for compatibility in terms of problems that have typt-
cally been encountered in similar situations in other cit-
tes and the specific problems encountered during field
investigation in Carlsbad

8 3 1 Typical Roadway/Intersection Conflicts
There are a number of different types of conflicts that
can occur between motor vehicles and bicycles In many
of the cases to be discussed in this section, fault lies
with the motorist’s failure to see and nightfully yield to
the cyclist In other cases, some of these conflicts occur
because the cyclist does not nghtfully yield to the mo-
tor vehicle In erther case, the cychst 1s bound to suffer
the most from the encounter

The first class of conflicts are those that occur while
motor vehicles or bicycles are turning at intersections
(See Figure 8-2, Controlled Intersection Conflicts ) Many
of the scenanios 1llustrated i1n the graphic occur where
vehicular turning motions catch cyclists unaware be-
cause they assume the motorist sees them and expect
the vehicle to yield The motorists involved in these sce-
narios, In many cases, did not see the oncoming cy-
chsts or misjudged the cychsts’ speed Many motorists
that do not nde bicycles do not realize how fast a bi-
cycle can go, nor that cyclists have equal vehicular rights
and responsibilities under California law

Note that several of these accident scenarios (C4-C7)
occur at high speed large radius right turn intersections
Safety experts generally agree that this configuration 1s
not at all conducive to safe cycling or walking because
it encourages motorists to maintain relatively high speeds

Chapter 8




Family

Adult
Exercise

BIKEWAY USER CLASSIFICATION

CITY OF CARLSBAD BIKEWAY MASTER PLAN

(Class 11 & HID)

retail centers

Typical Preferred  Typical Days per Speed Average T)g)lcal Origins
Ages Facility Usage Week Range Distance and Destinations
@ E 2 tsr:'i(?leswallﬁse’t Early weekday Residences,
< I & 616 strégts mornings and ¢ ¢ 48 12 schools, parks,
24 o flat terramn afternoons, mph miles open space,
56 (Class 1) weekends retail centers
Tﬁ ~
cO¥
o= Quuet streets,
% T ::- scenic tratls, \géeg;?&?;j 1 510 24 Residences,
°0Z 3 flat terrain early evenings mph miles parks, open space
O 2 (Class I)
Vo
0
Owm
o Quuet streets Weekends
I g— 25 54  SCENIC trails occastonal 8-15 520 arEfScI)dichséce
wa flat terratn early evenings mph miles parks, pl pace,
<z (Class 1 & 1I) coastal routes
<0
w
£ —~—~
b e < Streets, bike Earl kd Residences,
S o lanes, direct ~ Lary weekaa 10-20 3-20 employment
Ex 3 1855 artenial routes  [OMINGS an 46 mph miles centers
£E< 2 late afternoons P /
S<0

23 19 < f/l\artt%r;aﬁl,l Weekday Residences
o=Zr o 18-55 to sy mornings and ;¢ 12-25 20-75 (Rides typically
98 2 oot C”;gllljtesu late afte;(rnogns, mph miles oniginate or extend
no<G (Class Il & 1y~ WeeKends outside city)
4 Quuet streets Weekends Residences
% 16 45 pf?;f[etg rtrr;'rl]s’ olccasmna[ 12 ;jn;a n'znlis schools, parks,
early evenings
= (Class 1) y evening coastal routes
I L R
4 Early weekda
o Sidewalks, Y Residences,
morntngs an 59 35
22 18 55  scemctrails, flat | o aftergnoons, 36 mph miles parks open space
=) terrain (Class I) ™\ aekends coastal routes
E
S g Sldewalksl, Weekday 35 1 Restdences
1 Scenic trails, ~ mornings an - ’
§T€ 1670+ “fiatterran  late afternoons, 25 mph miles par(l;;,a ;?;Tllgftr;tsers,
o s (Class ) weekends
& L T
Y w» Stdewalks Weekda
Y / y Restdences
S e l 4-7 2-4 '
(3] scenic tratlls,  mornings an
] % 1670+ “ftterran  late afternoons 2 ° mph miles parks, Ct)plen s;gace,
K2 (Class 1) weekends coastal routes
A IR
Chapter 8 Page 8 3



Safety Analysis h@

[t fd CONTROLLED INTERSECTION CONFLICTS [fgure
SR 8-2
S8 CITY OF CARLSBAD BIKEWAY MASTER PLAN |9~

- !

»
i
i !gi i
: [ i
i
i
|

C1 e Vehicular nght turn across bike lane

C2 » Vehicular left turn from oncoming traffic

C3 e Vehicular nght turn from perpendicular roadway

C4 e Vehicular le%t turn into bicycle exiting a wide radius right turn

C5 e Vehicular high speed right turn overtaking straight-through cychst prior to intersection

C6 ¢ Inadequate high speed exit lane passing width

C7 o Vehicular high speed right turn into cyclist at intersection .
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entering and exiting the intersection This type of move-
ment also encourages the motorist to pay attention to
traffic approaching on the left, ignoring pedestrians or
cychists on the night This endangers cychsts both turn-
ing or proceeding straight through the intersection This
configuration 1s unsafe for walkers for the same reasons
and because 1t creates a much wider crossing than a
standard intersection Redesigning the islands to slow
motor vehicle traffic or installing stop signs would 1m-
prove both bicycle and pedestrian safety

The second major class of conflicts are those that occur
at points where motor vehicles can enter or exit the road-
way at other than established intersections, such as at
curb cuts or freeway ramps Once again, many of these

Right turns across bike lanes are perhaps the most common
safety problem These turns occur at intersections as well as
non ntersection curb cuts

can occur when the motorist fails to see and yield to the
cychst (See Figure 8-3, Uncontrolled Non-Intersection
Conflicts ) These scenarios are similar to those that can
occur at intersections, but those at freeway ramps can
be even more devastating to the cyclist because the ve-
hicle may be moving faster than it would at a controlled
intersection Accidents can and do occur due to the neg-
hgence of the cyclist, but of all six conflicts illustrated
in this graphic, only the third one (U3) 1s most likely the
fault of the cyclist

The third class of conflicts are those that occur along
roadway segments away from intersections Though the
majority of acaidents occur at intersections and they are
generally the most severe, cyclists can and do get hurt on
roadway segments away from intersections (See higure
8-4, Roadway Segment Conflicts ) Most of Carlsbad’s
artenials are 1deal for cyclists in terms of curb lane widths
and the imrted number of curb cuts However, there 1s
the possibility of a motor vehicle drifting into the bicycle
lane at high speed, though this 1s extremely rare

Chapter 8

Note that three of these conflicts involve parked vehicles
(R1-R3) Vehicular parking along bicycle routes 1s gen-
erally unsatisfactory in terms of safety, but some types
of parking are more problematic than others Vehicles
illegally parked on the bicycle route itself (R1) or paral-
le! parking with its inherent door opening conflicts (R3)
are still probably not as dangerous as angled parking
(R2) This is because a motorist leaving an angled park-
ing space 1s unable to see the approaching cyclist due
to the adjacent vehicles Conflict R5 (vehicle backing
out of driveway) 1s very similar to R2 when on-street
parking 1s present Finally, R6 (vehicle overtaking cy-
clistwith inadequate passing width) can occur on bridges
where the roadway often narrows

8 3 2 Roadway Segment Surtability Equation
A major project task was evaluating all the bicycle fa-
cilittes in Carlsbad for their suitability for cycling use
The evaluation method was published 1n an American

Angled parking adjacent to bike lanes creates a safety
problem since leaving parking spaces requires the driver to
back into the bike lane with a substantial blind spot

Temporary stopping or parking in bike lanes 1s common 1n
areas with limited parking such as along the beach
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'Y he UNCONTROLLED NON-INTERSECTION CONFLICTS | Figure
DY CITY OF CARLSBAD BIKEWAY MASTER PLAN [8-3

U1 e Overtaking vehicle turning
right into curb cut

U2 e Vehicular nght or left turn
from curb cut across bike lane

U3 e Bicycle left turn to curb cut

U4 e Oncoming vehicle left turn to
curb cut

U5 e High speed vehicular merge
lane from off-ramp

U6 * High speed vehicular merge
to on-ramp
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e44 ROADWAY SEGMENT CONFLICTS [re
Ak 8-4
. DY CITY OF CARLSBAD BIKEWAY MASTER PLAN |[©-
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R1 e Vehicles parked in bicycle lane
R2 e Vehicle backing out of angled parking space
R3 e Vehicle opening door or pulling out of parallel parking space
R4 e Overtaking vehicle drifting into cyclist
R5 e Vehicle backing out of driveway
’ R6 * Vehicle overtaking cyclist with inadequate passing width
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Society of Civil Engineering (ASCE) journal that described
an equation developed specifically to quantitatively rate
roadway segment bicycle suitability Like conventional
subjective evaluation methods, each route was first di-
vided into segments based on how each section differed
from those at either end of 1t For examples, changes in
the number of lanes, the posted speed limit or the type
of bicycle facility warranted designating a section of
roadway as a segment

Once the individual segments were designated, each
was field surveyed by bicycle and at least once by car
Specific observation items were recorded within each
segment including the presence or absence of bicycle
facilities, the posted speed [imit, the number of travel
lanes, the estimated outside lane width, and the pres-
ence of specific paving and roadway conditions that
could adversely affect cycling, such as rough paving or
steep grades

After the specific roadway segment observations were
noted and compiled, they were incorporated into the
equation designed to define each segments’ suitability
for cycling The observation items were plugged into
the equation as coefficients which then yielded a nu-
merical value that defined the cycling suitabihity of the
particular roadway segment The equation 1s given be-
low, followed by an explanation of the coeffictents

Cyching Suitability = ADT/ (L x 2500) + S/ 35 + (14 W)+ PF+LF
* ADT Average Daily Trips - Number of motor vehicles

traveling both ways on a particular segment during an
average 24 hour pertod Data acquired from SANDAG

L Travel lanes Number of travel lanes both ways

S Posted Speed Limit  Posted vehicular speed limit

* W Outside Lane Width  Estimated curb lane width n
feet coded as good (12' or greater) fair (11'), and inad
equate (less than 11")

* PF Pavement Factors - Subjective evaluation of local
1zed pavement problems such as cracks or potholes (See
Figure 8-5, Roadway Segment Suitabtlity Rating Example)

* LF Location Factors Subjective evaluation of problems
or advantages specific to location such as parallel park
ing or paved shoulders (See Figure 8 5 Roadway Seg-
ment Suttability Rating Example)

The quantitative values represented by the first four vari-
ables hsted above had to be plugged into the equation
in a specific manner and therefore had substantial ef-
fects on the resufting calculations The last two vari-
ables, pavement and locat